United States Patent and Trademark Office 



lTiIL E ^ S 7 A p E ? D # EPA J*™ENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 1 3- 1 450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 
10/069,462 

23117 



FILING DATE 
03/13/2002 



7590 



11/26/2004 



NIXON & VANDERHYE, PC 
1 1 00 N GLEBE ROAD 
8TH FLOOR 

ARLINGTON, VA 22201-4714 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 
Jaana Alastalo 



| ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. | CONFIRMATIO N NO, 
30-557 " 33 86 

EXAMINER * 
ALVO, MARC S 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1731 

DATE MAILED: 11/26/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 



Application No. 

10/069,462 



Examiner 

Steve AIvo 



Applicant(s) 

ALASTALO ET AL 



Art Unit 

1731 



Period for Sply 5 "^ ° ATE communication a PP« a ^ on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - ~~ 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION " 

" atrstTe)°M^ 1 - 136(a >' "° ~* »~ -V a re P , y b e , m e,y M 

st r 3^C F ri e 7~ ^ ^ mai " ng ^ ° f thiS • — '"-'V may reduce Ly ' 

Status 
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2aM This action is FINAL. 2bM This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
S \° t 2 ° f tlus tltle ' ,f the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior an are 
sucn mat me suoject maner as a wnoie wouid have been obvious ai me time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary sktll in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
ii tain i^i in vvviich the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
98/21400 in view of MAPLES et al (5,853,535) or NISKANEN et al (5,258,100) with or without 
WO 98/00602 or VUORINEN et al (2002/0056533) or YIN (6,569,284). 

WO 98/21400 teaches treating pulp with chlorine dioxide by mixing the chlorine dioxide 
into the pulp with one or more mixers or pumps (page 5, lines 22-25) and the chlorine dioxide 
treatment is carried out at a temperature of 40-90°C at a pH of 2 to 4 for a time of 5 minutes 
using 2 to 15 kg/ton pulp of chorine dioxide. These are the exact conditions used by Applicant 
and the treatment would obviously provide the same results of removing lignin (claim 12). WO 
98/21400 adds sodium hydroxide to the pulp in the same or different mixer or pump (page 5, 
lines 22-25) as the chlorine dioxide and removes any remaining amounts of chlorine dioxide 
(page 4, lines 25-31). The pulp after residual chlorine dioxide is removed is then washed and 
peroxide bleached (page 5, lines 26-27). The mixer or pump of WO 98/21400 would be a closed 
space. It would have been obvious to the artisan to prevent any leakage of the chlorine dioxide 
to the environment as WO 98/21400 teaches the discharge of substances have a negative effect 
on the environment (page 1, lines 1 7-22). MAPLES et al teaches using a high intensity mixer for 
mixing chlorine dioxide into pulp, column 17, lines 17-20. Or NISKANEN et al teaches using a 
fluidizing high intensity mixer to mix chlorine dioxide into pulp and then pump the pulp through 
the discharge (column 5, lines 28-47). It would have been obvious to use the high intensity 



Application/Control Number. -> 
10/069,462 Fage3 
Art Unit: 1731 

mixer of MAPLES et al or NISKANEN et al as the mixer and/or pump of WO 98/21400 as they 
both teach using mixers to mix chlorine dioxide into pulp and pump (discharge) the pulp. It 
would have been obvious to use a high intensity mixer to provide better mixing of the pulp and 
chlorine dioxide than a low intensity mixer. The mixers of claim 4 appear to be conventional 
mixers and would have been obvious to use any conventional high intensity mixer into the pulp. 
The use of plural chorine dioxide stages would have been obvious to the artisan as such is 
conventional to provide increased bleaching. If this is not obvious then such plural stage 
addition is taught by MAPLES et al, column 9, lines 50-51, e.g. DEDP sequence (two-chlorine 
dioxide steps). See WO 98/21400, page 3, lines 28-35 for oxygen delignification after the 
digestion washing/screening and before the chlorine dioxide bleaching. Obviously very little 
chloride dioxide would be in the liquid phase as it is all consumed by the alkali treatment before 
washing. If necessary, WO 98/00602 or VUORINEN et al (2002/0056533) or YIN (6,569,284) 
teach the feeding the pulp into a treatment vessel after mixing the chlorine dioxide into the pulp, 
It would have been obvious to the routineer that the chorine dioxide and pulp mixture of WO 
98/21400 could have been fed into a treatment vessel for reacting as such is taught by WO 
98/00602 or VUORINEN et al (2002/0056533) or YIN (6,569,284). It is noted that VUORINEN 
teaches chlorine dioxide times of 30 seconds to 3 minutes [0044] and can be performed in the 
tower [0038] with an optional chelating step [0038]. Obviously the chelating step of WO 
98/21400 can be eliminated as VUORINEN teaches such steps are optional. 

Claims 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 98/21400 in 
view of MAPLES et al (5,853,535) or NISKANEN et al (5,258, 100) with or without 
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VUORINEN et al (2002/0056533) or YIN (6,569,284) as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
view of ADMITTED PRIOR ART (specification, page 13, lines 26-31). 

The specification states that there are available static fluidizing mixers which fluidize 
using a narrow slot or a valve which throttles under pressure. It would have been obvious to use 
one of the fluidizing mixers of the ADMITTED PRIOR ART for the fluidizing mixer of WO 
98/21400. 

Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over WO 
98/21400 in view of MAPLES et al (5,853,535) orNISKANEN et al (5,258,100) with or without 
VUORINEN et al (2002/0056533) or YIN (6,569,284) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of WO 98/00602. 

WO 98/00602 teaches a process similar to WO 98/21400 in removing residual chlorine 
dioxide from the pulp after bleaching with chlorine dioxide. WO 98/00602 teaches that the 
chlorine dioxide treatment time is directly related to the temperature of reaction, page 2, lines 7- 
1 5. It would have been obvious to control the temperature to control the time of the reaction. 
Obviously the amount of residual chlorine dioxide can be controlled by the reaction time and 
temperature. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Line 3 the term "lot" should be "slot". 



in 
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The argument that the bleaching step of WO 98/21400 is a pre-bleaching is not 
convincing as the chlorine dioxide step of the instant Application does not differ from the pre- 
bleaching of WO 98/21400, e.g. Do-stage (initial chlorine dioxide bleaching stage). 

The argument that the instant pulp is not treated with a chelating agent after the D-stage 
and the wash stage is not convincing as the claims are open and do not exclude the chelating 
stage of WO 98/21400. Besides, the (DEQ) stages of WO 98/21400 can all be performed in the 
same vessel, e.g. pump or mixer, which is followed by a washing stage. This is essentially the 
same sequence as the instant Application. The addition of the chelating agent of WO 98/21400 
can be considered part of the chlorine dioxide stage as it is added in the same vessel in which the 
chlorine dioxide is reacting. Besides the elimination of the chelating agent would have been 
obvious from the teachings of VUORINEN which teaches such a stage in combination with a 
chlorine dioxide stage is optional. Applicant also follows the chlorine dioxide stage with an 
extraction stage, see instant specification. It is noted that the instant chlorination stage can 
contain other chemicals, e.g. See the Description of Figure 3 on page 15 of the specification. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steve Alvo whose telephone number is 571-272-1 1 85. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 5.45 AM - 2.15 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1 189. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866^2^9\9^(toll-free). 
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